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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

The examiner acknowledges the receipt and entry of the applicant's amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-19, 21, 23-37, 39, 40, 42, 44-58, 60, 61 and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Hopcroft, U.S. Patent No. 6,154,215. Referring to claim 1, 
Hopcroft discloses a system for optimization of a scene graph (col. 2, lines 56-58), comprising: 
an optimization base with logic for at least one atomic optimization (see Figure 1 2, where the 
diamond shapes represent the atomic optimizations); an optimization registry listing the atomic 
optimizations (col. 11, lines 5-30) including priority information (col. 11, lines 33-40); an 
optimization manager for creating, configuring and applying an optimization process (See Figure 
12 and col. 3, lines 56-57, where a "computer system upon which the present invention may be 
practiced is shown. ..") and an optimization configuration manager for accepting user 
configuration information (col. 2, lines 32-38) where the user configuration information 
comprises a selection of an atomic optimization (col. 2, lines 32-38 illustrates where the user 
makes a selection and the atomic optimization is discussed above). Although Hopcroft does not 
explicitly disclose listing parameter information associated with the optimization, this can be 
implied from col. 11, first paragraph beginning on line 5. For example, in step 1202 where 



Application/Control Number: 09/903,504 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2671 

nodes are deleted, the parametric information is implicitly the specific node. At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to list 
parameter information associated with an optimization. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to do this to allow for more control over the optimization process (see col. 
1, line 37, which suggests the prevalence of interactive computer graphics). 

Referring to claim 2, Hopcroft discloses a user interface through which a user can 
provide configuration information to the optimizer (col. 4, lines 55-58). 

Referring to claim 3, Hopcroft discloses where the user interface is provided by a 
modeler, which produces the scene graph (col. 2, lines 50-54). 

Referring to claim 5, the remarks presented above with respect to claims 1 and 4 apply 
equally to this claim. 

Referring to claim 6, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
collapse geometry (Figures 3 A, 3B and 3C, where the geometric blocks have been reduced from 
3B to 3C). 

Referring to claim 7, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
collapse hierarchy (col 1 1, line 14). 

Referring to claim 8, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
convert image optimization (col. 3, line 66). 

Referring to claim 9, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
convert transform (col. 3, line 63). 

Referring to claim 10, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
bounding box (col. 4, line 24, literally bounding "sphere"). 
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Referring to claim 1 1 , Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
flatten hierarchy (col. 11, line 14). 

Referring to claim 12, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
generate macro texture (col. 10, line 45). 

Referring to claim 13, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
normalize texture coordinates (col. 10, line 45). 

Referring to claim 14, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
promote attribute (col. 10, line 45). 

Referring to claim 15, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
remove attribute (col. 10, line 45). 

Referring to claim 16, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
resize image (col. 6, lines 16-20, where the "geosets" are sections of an object ). 

Referring to claim 17, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
shared attributes (col 8, line 25). 

Referring to claim 18, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
spatial partition (col. 1 1, line 8). 

Referring to claim 19, Hopcroft discloses where the atomic optimization comprises a 
strip triangles (col. 5, line 42 and see also the rejection to claim 16 above). 

Referring to claim 21, the remarks presented above with respect to claim 6 apply equally 
to this claim. 

Referring to claim 23, Hopcroft discloses a method of optimization of a screen graph 
comprising receiving an input scene graph (col. 2, line 45), creating an optimization process (col. 
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2, line 58) and optimizing the scene graph in order to increase efficiency of data manipulation, 
inter alia (col. 2, line 59). Otherwise, the remarks presented above with respect to claim 1 apply 
equally to this claim. 

Referring to claims 24-37 and 39, the remarks presented above with respect to claims 6- 
19 and 21, respectively, apply equally to this claim. 

Referring to claim 40, Hopcroft further discloses the step of performing post-optimization 
processing (e.g. display, col. 4, line 46). 

Referring to claim 42, Hopcroft discloses outputting an optimized scene graph (col. 1 1, 

line 6). 

Referring to claim 44, Hopcroft discloses computer code (col. 3, line 59) for 
implementing the invention described in claim 22 above. Otherwise, the remarks presented 
above with respect to claim 23 apply equally to this claim. 

Referring to claims 45-58 and 60, the remarks presented above with respect to claims 6- 
19 and 21, respectively, apply equally to this claim. 

Referring to claim 61, the remarks presented above with respect to claim 40 apply 
equally to this claim. 

Referring to claim 63, the remarks presented above with respect to claim 42 apply 
equally to this claim. 

3. Claims 20, 38 and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hopcroft as applied to claims 1, 23 and 44 above, and further in view of Sowizral, Pub. No. 
US2002/0063704 Al . Referring to claim 20, Hopcroft does not disclose where one of the atomic 
optimization comprises a transform alpha optimization. Sowizral discloses where one of the 
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rendering attributes is an alpha test operation (paragraph 234, line 9). At the time the invention 
was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to rescale alpha 
values. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this to increase 
flexibility in the rendering of images. 

Referring to claim 38, the remarks presented above with respect to claim 20 apply 
equally to this claim. 

Referring to claim 59, the remarks presented above with respect to claim 20 apply 
equally to this claim. 

Double Patenting 

4. Claims 41 and 62 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate of 
claims 64 and 65. When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in 
content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper 
after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed 
claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). In the previous office action, the examiner objected to these 
claims as dependent on a rejected base claim, but indicated they would be allowable if put in 
independent form. The applicant did this in new claims 64 and 65. Claims 41 and 62 still 
remain in the application, and should be cancelled. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 64 and 65 are allowed. 
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Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later than the 
payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the issue 
fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on Statement of Reasons for 
Allowance." 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed October 6, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues that Hopcroft does not disclose where the user has any control 
over the selection of atomic optimizations. The applicant quotes the relevant section of 
Hopcroft, column 2, lines 32-38. The applicant's interpretation is that the user makes a change 
in the scene graph and the computer selects and implements the optimization (see page 1 7 of the 
Amendment). The relevant sentence states: "When the computer actually goes to render the 
scene graph, it selects and uses the representation that has been specially optimized for rendering 
purposes." This passage seems to clearly state that the optimization takes place prior to the 
computer rendering the scene graph. Nowhere does it explicitly state that the computer is 
selecting the specific optimization. 

Regarding the rejection to claims 23 and 44, the applicant argues at the bottom of page 17 
that Hopcroft does not teach user input identifying an atomic optimization and associated 
parameters. As pointed out earlier, even though there is a separate optimization representation in 
Hopcroft, user input goes towards configuring the atomic optimizations. Finally, the applicant 
disputes, at the top of page 1 8, the contention that Hopcroft discloses a computer system to 
create and configure an optimizaton process. The relevant passage teaches "a computer system 
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upon which the present invention may be practiced" (col. 3, lines 56-57 of Hopcroft). The merits 
of the "present invention" appear to rest on the question of whether Hopcroft teaches user 
configuration of an optimization process, which has been discussed above. 
The rejection to these claims stands. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adam Arnold whose telephone number is 703 305 8413, The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Zimmerman, can be reached on 703 305 9798. The fax phone number for the 



organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 
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